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PRICE  SIXPENCE. 


PREFACE. 


The  substance  of  the  following  letter  was  originally  written  to  a 
friend  who  was  in  great  distress  and  perplexity  of  mind  in  conse- 
quence of  the  dangerous  illness  of  one  very  near  and  dear  to  him. 
Harassed  by  friends  without  and  fears  within,  and  worn  out  by 
anxiety  and  watching,  my  friend  (as  is  often  the  case  under 
similar  circumstances)  had  become,  for  the  time,  completely  un- 
nerved, and  thus  was  an  easy  prey  to  influences  which  otherwise 
would  have  had  but  little  power  over  him.  He  -wrote  to  inform 
me  of  his  trouble,  and  to  beg  me  to  tell  him  what  answer  he  could 
give  whereby  he  might  hope  to  silence  the  unseasonable  re- 
proaches and  remonstrances,  of  those  about  him,  who  were  adding 
bitterness  to  his  cup  by  incessantly  speaking  disparagingly  of 
homoeopathy,  and  urging  him  to  give  up  the  only  treatment  in 
which  for  many  years  he  had  felt  any  confidence.  It  became  a 
duty,  therefore,  on  my  part  to  explain  to  him  the  position  in  which 
he  would  be  placed  if,  in  deference  to  the  wishes  of  others,  and 
contrary  to  his  own  opinion,  he  allowed  himself  to  be  driven  to 
sanction  a change  of  treatment. 

It  is  quite  foreign  to  my  ideas  to  assert  that  near  relatives  or 
friends  have  no  right  to  offer  advice  respecting  the  medical  treat- 
ment of  those  in  whom  they  take  great  personal  interest.  What 
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I contend  for  is  this : that  if  advice  is  offered,  the  utmost  delicacy 
should  be  observed  in  the  mode  of  offering  it.  It  should  be 
founded  on  experience  and  judgment,  but  should  never  be  obtruded, 
as  it  frequently  is,  with  a degree  of  vehemence  and  passion  which 
ought  at  once  to  discredit  it.  It  is  cruel  to  hold  out  (what  in  fact 
is  tantamount  to  a menace),  that  if  any  evil  should  befall  the 
patient,  or  if  he  should  not  do  well  under  existing  treatment,  a 
special  responsibility  will  attach  itself  to  those  who  neglected  to 
follow  the  proffered  counsel.  Indeed,  it  is  very  unwise  to  do  this  ; 
for  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  responsibility  is  not  all  on  one 
side.  It  cleaves,  perhaps,  more  closely  to  him  who  gives  the  advice 
than  to  him  who  acts  upon  it  or  rejects  it ; and  if  a fatal  issue 
has  been  preceded  by  such  efforts  at  intervention  (whether  suc- 
cessful or  otherwise),  it  can  hardly  fail  but  that  very  painful  im- 
pressions will  be  left  on  the  minds  of  all  concerned — impressions 
which  I know  from  experience  are  very  hard  of  removal.  I have 
several  times  heard  it  said,  in  the  bitterness  of  grief,  “ I never 
would  have  changed  if  it  had  not  been  for  that  appeal  to  my 
personal  responsibility.” 

My  letter  (a  copy  of  which  I kept)  has  on  many  occasions  done 
good  service  in  steadying  waverers  and  encouraging  the  anxious, 
I have  been  persuaded  to  enlarge  upon  and  print  it,  and  thus  give 
it  more  general  circulation,  for  two  reasons.  First,  because  it  has 
been  my  misfortune  to  meet  with  three  or  four  instances  among 
my  own  private  friends  where,  ill  results  having  followed  the 
abandonment  of  homoeopathic  treatment,  the  folly  of  having 
yielded  to  unreasoning  clamour  has  been  keenly  regretted,  and 
heavy  self-reproach  has  painfully  embittered  the  sad  recollections 
of  the  past.  Second,  because  I have  observed  that  the  terrorism 
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referred  to  is  by  no  means  on  the  decrease,  and,  in  many  instances, 
has  been  easily  traceable  to  medical  inspirations.  It  seems  but 
fair,  therefore,  that  both  sides  of  the  picture  should  be  considered 
by  the  public. 

I have  no  desire  to  return  railing  for  railing,  although  we 
poor  homoeopaths  have  been  vilified  and  abused  enough.  Neither 
do  I aspire  by  my  letter  to  make  converts  to  Homoeopathy.  This, 
in  my  opinion,  is  better  done  by  example  than  by  precept  ; by 
curing  the  sick  rather  than  by  writing  pamphlets.  This  letter  is 
published  purely  for  defensive  purposes.  My  sole  object  is  to 
preserve  from  injudicious,  unfair,  and  often  cruel  molestation 
those  whose  only  desire  is  to  be  let  alone  while  they  are  following 
the  dictates  of  their  consciences  and  their  convictions. 


Brighton,  August,  1876. 


LETTER. 


My  dear  Friend, 

I am  grieved  for  your  perplexities  and  will  gladly  do  all  I can 
to  mitigate  them.  As  you  very  justly  remark,  it  is  trial  enough 
to  see  those  whom  you  love  sick  and  suffering,  without  having  to 
listen  to  the  incessant  remonstrances  and  croakings  of  friends  who 
are  bent  on  forcing  you  to  break  away  from  the  medical  advisers 
in  whom  you  trust,  in  order  to  transfer  your  patient  to  others  in 
whom  they  have  greater  confidence.  If  you  will  consider  atten- 
tively what  I am  about  to  tell  you,  I think  you  will  see  that  there 
are  abundant  and  cogent  reasons  why  you  should  do  nothing  of 
the  kind;  but,  on  the  contrary,  why  you  should  adhere  con- 
sistently to  the  man  in  whom,  and  to  the  system  in  which  you 
yourself  have  faith.  Some  of  the  arguments  which  your  friends 
use,  or  the  assertions  they  make  to  convince  you  of  the  worthless- 
ness of  Homoeopathy,  only  serve  to  show  the  evils  of  their 
favoured  Allopathy.  You  may,  therefore,  if  you  please,  turn  the 
tables  on  your  tormentors  by  pointing  out  to  them  that,  even  if 
you  derive  no  positive  benefit  from  the  one  system,  you  at  any  rate 
escape  the  positive  destructiveness  of  the  other. 

I shall  not  trouble  you  with  a learned  dissertation  on  the 
scientific  aspect  of  Homoeopathy.  It  would  be  quite  out  of  place 
on  the  present  occasion.  If  you  seek  for  arguments  based  on 
science,  you  may  find  them  in  Hahnemann’s  Organon,  or  in  the 
writings  of  some  of  the  best  of  his  disciples.  I intend  to  appeal 
to  your  common  sense  and  experience  as  a layman  ; and  if  you 
are  content  to  be  guided  by  these,  I hope  your  perplexities  will 
soon  vanish  away. 


8 


I begin  then  by  advising  you  carefully  to  consider  who  and 
what  manner  of  persons  they  are  who  set  themselves  so  strongly 
against  Homoeopathy.  Ask  them  what  practical  knowledge  they 
have  of  the  system,  and  try  to  ascertain  whether  their  opposition 
is  based  on  personal  experience  or  on  mere  prejudice,  and  on  the 
dislike  which  many  persons  have  to  believe  in  anything  which 
they  do  not  understand,  or  of  which  they  are  more  or  less  ignorant. 
If  your  assailants  are  medical  men,  make  them  tell  you  specifically 
what  steps  they  have  taken  to  warrant  them  in  speaking  with  any 
authority  on  the  subject  of  Homoeopathy.  Have  they  carefully 
studied  the  writings  of  Hahnemann  or  of  other  distinguished 
Homoeopaths  ? Have  they  themselves  tried,  or  have  they  seen 
others  try,  any  fair  and  careful  experiments  in  order  to  test  the 
value  of  our  remedies  ? Have  they  visited  one  or  more  of  the 
Continental  hospitals  where  the  system  is  exclusively  practised  ? 
If  they  have  done  none  of  these  things,  but  simply  fall  to  de- 
nouncing the  whole  thing  as  “ humbug,”  and  all  the  practitioners 
as  “ impostors,”  aud  so  forth,  you  may  safely  turn  a deaf  ear  to 
their  impertinences,  and  rest  assured  that  it  is  prejudice,  and  not 
reason,  which  guides  their  tongues. 

From  your  non-medical  assailants  you  should  ascertain  what 
each  one  knows  about  Homoeopathy.  Some,  no  doubt,  will  speak 
bitterly  enough  against  it ; others  will  be  equally  loud  in  its 
praises.  I venture  to  say  that  those  who  know  most  of  it  will 
speak  best  of  it ; while  those  who  know  little  or  nothing  about  it, 
beyond  mere  hearsay,  will  be  the  loudest  in  denouncing  it.*  If 

* Some  years  ago  I was  called  in  to  attend  the  child  of  one  of  the 
cleverest  men  in  the  country.  The  disease  for  which  I had  to  prescribe 
was  not  of  a nature  to  endanger  life.  But  during  my  attendance  the  child 
was  struck  down  with  another  illness  which  had  before  proved  fatal  in  the 
family,  and  which  with  this  child  was  rendered  doubly  dangerous  by  the 
chronic  malady  from  which  he  was  suffering.  Knowing  that  the  parents 
had  but  small  faith  in  Homoeopathy,  I at  once  informed  them  (as  I do 
everyone  under  similar  circumstances)  of  the  impending  danger,  and  I 
begged  them  carefully  to  consider  whether  they  could  bear  to  see  the  child 
at  death’s  door  and  still  continue  to  sanction  the  treatment.  After  some 
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you  wish  for  real,  trustworthy  information  you  should  apply  to 
those  who  have  been  for  ten,  twenty,  thirty  years  under  the  treat- 
ment. You  will  have  no  difficulty  in  meeting  with  many  such  ; 
for  you  must  remember  that  there  is  a whole  generation  of  men 
and  women  now  on  the  earth  who  know  of  Allopathy  only  by 
tradition.  It  frequently  happens  that  a young  mother  brings  her 
children  to  me,  informing  me  that  never  in  her  life  has  she  taken 
a dose  of  Allopathic  medicine.  “ My  mother  was  homoeopathic 
before  I was  born  ” is  what  I often  hear  said.  I think  you  must 
admit  that  the  testimony  of  one  or  two  such  persons  is  more 
worthy  of  acceptance  than  any  amount  of  the  tittle-tattle  non- 
sense alleged  as  reasons  to  induce  persons  situated  as  you  are  to 
give  up  Homoeopathy  * 

deliberation  I was  told  that  they  were  quite  resolved  to  leave  the  patient 
in  my  hands.  As  I expected,  for  several  days  the  child  was  in  the  most 
imminent  peril ; but,  amidst  all  their  anxieties,  the  parents  never  showed 
the  least  want  of  confidence  in  the  treatment.  When  all  danger  had  passed 
away,  I could  not  help  expressing  my  astonishment  to  the  father  at  the 
steady  confidence  he  and  his  wife  had  displayed  .when  the  danger  was  so 
great.  He  told  me  that  what  helped  them  most  was  this:  he  had  made 
a point  of  asking  of  the  numerous  friends  who  called  at  the  house,  and  who 
mentioned  the  subject  of  treatment,  what  each  knew  of  Homoeopathy. 
Some,  he  said,  were  loud  in  its  praises  ; others  were  just  the  reverse.  But, 
on  inquiring  into  the  personal  experience  of  the  parties,  he  found  that 
those  who  knew  most  of  it  were  they  who  spoke  the  best  of  it,  while  the 
disaffected  were  generally  without  experience  on  the  subject. 

* Oftentimes  I have  been  greatly  amused  by  the  wild  stories  some 
medical  men  will  tell  patients  who  are  supposed  to  have  any  leaning  towards 
the  much-dreaded  Homoeopathy.  One  will  confidently  ussure  a nervous 
lady  that  the  medicines  are  highly  concentrated  poisons ; that  they  accu- 
mulate in  the  system  and  lead  to  the  most  dreadful  evils.  A few  hours 
after,  the  same  person  may  be  heard  stoutly  upbraiding  a strong-minded 
gentleman  with  his  folly  in  thinking  that  these  medicines  can  produce  any 
results : “ My  dear  sir,  you  might  as  well  drop  a grain  of  Epsom  salts  into 
the  Atlantic,  and  expect  to  derive  good  from  a teaspoonful  of  the  mixture 
as  from  these  things.”  This,  I have  often  observed,  is  a style  of  argument 
which  finds  favour  with  men  who  stand  somcw'hat  high  in  the  medical 
profession. 
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I wish  now  to  suggest  to  you  another  point,  which  may  not  only 
tend  to  the  settlement  of  your  doubts  and  the  quieting  of  your 
fears,  but  which  may  help  you  to  put  your  medical  objectors  at 
least  on  the  defensive. 

It  is  a fact  beyond  the  possibility  of  dispute  that  there  are  at 
this  time  a large  number  of  medical  practitioners,  amongst  whom 
I may  include  myself,  who  for  many  year’s  past  have  been  treating 
all  their  patients  entirely  on  the  homoeopathic  principle.  Our 
continued  existence  proves  that  the  success  of  our  method  of  cure 
must  at  least  equal  the  allopathic,  for  you  know  very  well  that 
the  two  schools  of  practitioners  stand  on  a very  different  footing 
before  the  world.  Under  Allopathy,  if  a patient  dies  (die  some 
must  under  either  system),  seldom  is  an  adverse  word  said.  “ All 
was  done  that  could  be  done,”  and  there  the  matter  ends  ; or,  at 
most,  if  any  dissatisfaction  is  felt,  it  is  the  doctor  and  not  the 
system  that  is  changed.  But  if  one  of  our  patients  dies,  or  does 
not  do  well,  the  blame  is  pretty  certain  to  be  laid  on  doctor  and 
system  alike.  The  latter  is  generally  held  responsible  for  any 
fault  or  mishap  of  the  former.  The  event  may  have  been  due  to 
causes  wholly  unavoidable,  or  it  may  have  originated  in  want  of 
skill  or  experience  on  the  part  of  the  practitioner  ; but  no  allow- 
ance is  ever  made  for  such  contingencies.  The  treatment  was 
homoeopathic,  and  therefore  the  system  must  be  given  up.  Hence 
it  comes  to  pass  that  we  homoeopaths  are  too  generally  running 
the  race  very  heavily  weighted.  We  are  punished,  not  only  in- 
dividually for  our  own  shortcomings,  but  we  have  to  suffer 
vicariously  for  the  misdoings  or  misfortunes  of  our  brethren.  We 
are,  therefore,  always  at  a disadvantage,  and  you  may  depend  upon 
it,  if  we  had  not  something  in  the  superiority  of  oiu'  method  of 
cure  to  counterbalance  the  extra  difficulties  we  have  to  contend 
against,  we  must  long  since  have  come  to  our  end,  with  none  to 
help  us. 

Year  after  year  it  falls  to  our  lot  as  practitioners  of  medicine  to 
be  called  on  to  treat  every  form  of  disease,  acute,  sub-acute,  and 
chronic.  If,  then,  that  which  our  opponents  put  forward  against 
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us  is  true,  that  our  remedies  are  utterly  inert,  and  only  shams  and 
delusions,  it  is  manifest  that,  although  we  are  treating  our  patients 
with  an  average  success  at  least  equal  to  theirs,  the  only  reme- 
dial agent  we  employ  is  cold  water  (or  the  equivalent  of  cold 
water)  in  table-spoonful  doses.  This  simply  means  that  we  are 
leaving  our  patients  entirely  to  Nature.  If  the  allopaths  believe 
this,  why  do  not  they  follow  our  good  example  ? Why  do  they 
still  continue  to  administer  to  their  patients  large  quantities  of 
unnecessary  drugs  ? Why  cannot  they  treat  croup  or  convulsions 
or  accute  head  attacks  in  children,  or  rheumatic  fevers  or  inflam- 
matory diseases,  or  all  the  long  list  of  chronic  maladies  for  which 
they  are  so  often  consulted,  without  physic  of  any  kind  ? Why 
not,  in  fact,  administer  “ mere  tablespoonful  doses  of  cold  water  ” ? 
Whence  comes  the  necessity  for  those  terribly  long  prescriptions 
which  I so  often  see,  prescriptions  written,  not  by  some  obscure 
country  apothecary,  but  by  one  or  other  of  the  great  magnates  of 
London,  in  many  instances  by  the  very  men  who  are  loudest  in 
denouncing  us  poor  harmless  homoeopaths  as  quacks  and 
impostors  ? 

But  are  the  homoeopathic  medicines  inert  ? Are  they  the 
“ nothings  ” which  your  allopathic  friends  take  so  much  pains  to 
assure  you  they  are  ? Reflect  a moment,  and  you  will  see  that 
this  question  can  only  be  solved  in  one  way,  and  that  is  by  ex- 
periment. It  is  just  the  same  with  every  other  kind  of  medicine. 
For  example,  if  A tells  B that  an  ounce  of  castor  oil  is  an  aperient^ 
and  B chooses  to  deny  it,  B may  go  on  abusing  or  denouncing  A 
till  doomsday  without  arriving  an  inch  nearer  the  truth.  If  B will 
neither  try  the  castor  oil  himself  nor  believe  in  the  testimony  of 
A,  who  has  tried  it,  B must  remain  for  ever  unconvinced.  His 
incredulity  does  not  alter  the  fact,  which  remains  a fact  in  spite  of 
his  ignorance  of  it.  The  same  argument  exactly  applies  to  the  con- 
troversy between  allopaths  and  homoeopaths.  If,  then,  you  desire 
to  come  to  a correct  knowledge  of  the  truth  in  this  matter,  you 
must  seek  for  it  where  alone  it  is  to  be  found.  Inquire  of  men  who 
for  many  years  have  been  in  the  daily,  hourly  habit  of  prescribing 
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these  medicines.  Ask  these  men  what  their  experience  is  on  the 
point  at  issue.  Yon  may  say,  “ But  are  they  not  prejudiced  in 
favour  of  their  medicines  ? ” No  doubt  they  are  ; but  their 
affirmative  “ prejudice  ” is  a conviction  founded  on  experience, 
while  that  of  the  others  is  a negative  or  benighted  prejudice, 
which  is  simply  the  offspring  of  ignorance  or  passion. 

I ask  you,  as  a sensible  man,  what  possible  object  can  the 
homoeopathic  practitioners  have  in  trying  to  bolster  up  a fallacy  ? 
They  have  studied  in  the  same  hospitals  as  the  allopaths.  They 
hold  the  same  diplomas.  They  have  as  much  right,  and  ns  much 
ability,  to  use  every  preparation  in  the  pharmacopoeia  as  the  most 
orthodox.  Their  knowledge  of  Homoeopathy  is  an  addition  to, 
not  a substitute  for  the  ordinary  medical  instruction  ns  given  in 
the  schools.  All  their  hope  of  success  in  life  depends  on  their 
skill  in  curing  the  sick  ; aud  yet  it  is  presumed  that  men  so 
situated  wautonly  and  deliberately  deprive  themselves  of  the  only 
weapons  by  which,  if  the  allopaths  are  to  be  believed,  the  great 
majority  of  diseases  can  be  successfully  combated.  Such  an  act  of 
professional  felo  de  se  on  the  part  of  men  who  have  to  live  and 
move  and  have  their  being  among  their  sane  fellow-creatures  is 
simply  incredible. 

For  these  many  years  past  the  duty  of  testing  by  experiment 
the  value  or  worthlessness  of  our  system  of  treatment  has  been 
incessantly  urged  by  its  advocates  on  the  profession.  As  I have 
already  pointed  out  to  you.  it  is  quite  impossible  otherwise  to  settle 
the  question.  If  at  any  time  during  the  last  sixty  or  seventy  years 
the  heads  of  the  profession  would  have  responded  to  these  appeals, 
the  truth  of  the  theory,  if  it  is  a truth,  or  the  fallacy,  if  it  is  a 
fallacy,  must  have  been  fully  established.  In  cither  case  the  find- 
ing could  not  have  failed  to  be  of  incalculable  value  to  humanity 
and  to  science.  I f our  principle  had  been  proved  to  be  the  true 
law  of  drug  healing,  an  enormous  advance  would  have  been  made 
in  Therapeutics,  or  the  art  of  treating  disease,  for  then  certainty 
in  prescribing  would  have  taken  the  place  of  what  in  point  of  fact 
is  tantamount  to  pure  empiricism  ; whereas,  if  our  system  had 


13 


been  proved  to  be  a failure,  the  fact  would  have  been  established, 
beyond  the  possibility  of  doubt,  that  the  administration  of  drugs 
in  all  forms  of  disease  is  quite  unnecessary,  and  that  consequently 
all  sick  persons  might  safely  be  left  to  the  vis  medicatrix  nalurce 
(the  curative  powers  of  Nature),  which  alone,  unaided  by  drugs, 
would  be  found  sufficient  to  cure.* 

In  these  latter  days,  when  we  hear  so  much  of  freedom  of 
thought  and  advancement  of  science,  we  might  have  reasonably 
supposed  that  when  so  fair  an  opportunity  presented  itself  of  ren- 
dering science  practically  useful  to  the  world  at  large,  it  would 
have  been  eagerly  embraced.  Doubtless,  if  the  object  had  been 

“ To  prove,  as  true  as  God’s  in  Glo’ster, 

That  Moses  was  a vile  impostor,” 

* In  the  year  1846,  the  late  Sir  John  Forbes  fully  recognised  this  fact. 
In  the  British  and  Foreign  Medical  Review , vol.  xxi.  p.  257,  lie  thus  sums  up 
a long  article  on  Homoeopathy : — “ In  finishing  our  examination  of  the 
writings  of  the  homoeopathists  we  said  that  we  did  not  shrink  from  ad- 
mitting and  adopting  the  inferences,  however  unfavourable  to  Allopathy, 
which  seemed  necessary  to  flowfrom  the  results  of  their  treatment  of  diseases. 
It  seems  necessary,  however,  to  recapitulate  the  more  important  of  them 
here  ; these  arc — 

“1.  In  a large  proportion  of  the  cases  treated  bj'  allopathic  physicians 
the  disease  is  cured  by  Nature  and  not  by  them. 

“ 2.  In  a less,  but  still  uot  a small,  proportion,  the  disease  is  cured  by 
Nature  in  spite  of  them;  iu  other  words,  their  interference  opposing  instead 
of  assisting  the  cure.  , 

“ 3.  That  consequently,  in  a considerable  proportion  of  diseases,  it 
would  fare  as  well  or  better  with  patients  in  the  actual  state  of  the  medical 
art  as  more  generally  practised,  if  all  remedies,  at  least  all  active  remedies, 
especially  drugs,  were  abandoned.” 

IIethen8ays — “ We  repeat  our  readiness  to  admit  these  inferences  as 
just,  and  to  abide  by  the  consequences  of  their  adoption.  We  believe  them 
to  be  true.  We  grieve  sincerely  to  believe  them  to  be  so ; but,  so  believing, 
their  rejection  is  no  longer  in  our  power.  We  must  receive  them  as  facts 
until  they  arc  proved  not  to  be  so.  Although  Homoeopathy  has  brought 
more  signally  into  common  daylight  this  lamentable  condition  of  medicine, 
regarded  as  a practical  art,  it  was  one  well  known  before  to  all  philosophical 
and  experienced  phgsicians. 
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or  that  men  were  only  monkeys  without  tails,  there  would  have 
been  no  lack  of  eager  “truth-seekers.”  But  when  the  inquiry 
was  one  on  which  the  health  and  welfare  of  millions  depended,  the 
only  available  course  which  suggested  itself  to  our  scientific  lumi- 
naries was  the  somewhat  plebeian  one  of  organising  a strike  against 
the  homoeopathic  practitioners,  and,  what  is  even  more  remarkable 
still,  of  embodying  in  the  strike  all  the  worst  and  most  vicious 
features  of  trade  unionism.  True,  the  profession  might  have 
excused  its  members  from  attacking  the  subject  on  the  score 
that  Homoeopathy  was  beneath  their  notice.  But  the  allopaths  are 
entirely  shut  out  from  using  this  plea  while  the  leading  weekly 
scientific  organ  of  the  profession,  which  doubtless 

“ frames  its  strains 
To  please  the  hand  that  pays  its  pains,” 

can  thus  write,  as  did  the  Lancet  on  the  2nd  of  February  in  the 
year  of  grace  1856  : — “ Our  wishes  for  the  patients  of  homoeo- 
pathic physicians  are  not  seemingly  so  merciful,  and  we  are  prone 
to  utter  such  imprecations  as  would  make  the  shade  of  Ernulphus 
walk  disturbed.  May  your  vigour  of  mind  and  body  fail,  your 
bones  decay,  your  limbs  be  eaten  by  disease,  your  joints  become 
stiff  and  everlastingly  immovable  ! This  is  the  commencement.” 
Surely  a myth,  a phantom,  a nothing,  might  have  been  allowed  to 
fade  away  of  itself  without  evoking  such  bitter  maledictions  ? 
Verily  it  is  terrible  to  contemplate  how  in  future  ages  the  souls  of 
metaphysicians  will  be  stirred  within  them,  and  what  ponderous 
tomes  will  be  written  in  order  to  harmonise  or  make  congruous 
with  known  facts  the  co-existence  of  honesty  and  sanity  in  the 
learned  doctors  of  the  nineteenth  century.  Peradventure  in  the 
year  1976  some  may  reason  thus  : — 

“ When  time-honoured  systems,  long-standing  theories — nay, 
when  even  the  daily  bread  of  an  organised  profession  was  thought 
to  be  jeopardised,  was  it  to  be  expected  that  counsel  self-denying 
in  an  eminent  degree  would  find  acceptance  ? One  here  and  there 
might  have  the  courage  to  come  out  from  among  his  brethren, 
and  risk  fortune,  professional  obloquy,  and  perhaps  even  character 
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in  his  search  after  truth  ; but  it  was  uot  likely,  in  the  state  of  the 
medical  profession  at  that  time  in  England,  that  a course  of 
inquiry  which  must  have  appeared  to  the  many  as  tending  to  self- 
inflicted  martyrdom,  if  not  to  unanimous  suicide,  would  generally 
prevail.” 

Now,  my  dear  friend,  you  can  accept  or  reject  as  you  please  the 
testimony  of  one  who  has  had  abundant  opportunities  of  forming 
a true  estimate  of  the  comparative  value  of  the  two  systems,  and 
who  is  quite  free  from  all  sentimental  bias  or  deepseated  prejudice 
for  or  against  the  one  or  the  other.  I regard  every  proposed  plan 
of  treatment  with  equal  impartiality,  looking  on  each  merely  as 
the  means  to  the  end  : that  end  being  the  cure  of  sick  persons  in 
the  shortest,  safest,  and  pleasantest  way  in  which  it  is  possible  for 
them  to  be  cured.  I am  able  confidently  to  assure  you  that  the 
medicines  we  use  are  not  inert ; but  that,  when  they  are  prescribed 
in  accordance  with  the  homoeopathic  law,  they  are  the  most  potent 
of  all  known  remedies,  in  the  way  of  drugs,  for  the  cure  of 
disease.  By  their  means,  when  rightly  and  duly  administered, 
the  treatment  of  most  forms  of  acute  inflammatory  affections  is 
brought  almost  to  a state  of  perfection  ; in  other  words,  a death 
from  such  causes  need  be,  comparatively  speaking,  but  of  very  rare 
occurrence.  In  chronic  disease  the  superiority  of  Homoeopathy  is 
very  great.  This  is  proved  by  the  number  of  sick  persons  who  are 
cured  or  materially  relieved  by  the  treatment  after  every  other 
form  of  medication  has  been  tried  and  failed.  And,  mark,  this  is 
the  testimony  of  one  who  is  no  mere  visionary  theorist.  It  is 
the  result  of  over  thirty  years’  practical  experience  with  these 
medicines,  during  which  time  I have  treated  thousands  upon 
thousands  of  cases  of  disease,  comprehending  every  known  form 
of  malady  to  which  British  human  flesh  is  heir,  from  Asiatic 
cholera  to  common  cold. 

I will  offer  you  one  more  suggestion,  and  then  I have  done.  It 
relates  to  your  remarks  about  that  much  dreaded  (t  responsibility  ” 
Will  changing  the  treatment  really  lighten  your  burden  in  this 
respect  ? It  certainly  may  help  you  somewhat  as  between  your- 
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self  and  some  of  your  friends,  but  can  it  do  so  as  between  yourself 
and  the  patient  ? If  you  make  up  your  mind  to  abandon  Homoe- 
opathy, what  will  be  your  position  ? First,  you  must  have  decided 
between  the  claims  of  two  competitive  scientific  systems.  Do  you 
feel  yourself  competent  for  this  ? Then,  when  you  have  decided, 
you  will  at  once  have  to  call  in  a fresh  doctor.  Who  shall  he  be  ? 
You  will  soon  discover  that  each  of  your  friends  will  be  more  or  less 
energetic  in  urging  the  superior  excellence  of  his  or  her  favourite 
medical  attendant ; you  will  therefore  have  to  decide  between 
several  rival  recommendations.  Will  you  in  this  act  on  your  own 
judgment  ? Have  you  any  well-founded  judgment  to  act  on  ? Do 
you  even  suppose  that  in  the  majority  of  instances  an  intelligent 
belief  in  the  superior  ability  of  the  doctor  has  guided  your  friends 
in  their  own  choice  ? It  is  much  more  probable  that  some  ac- 
cidental cause — as  social  connection  or  acquaintance,  convenience 
of  locality,  &c. — has,  rather  than  talent,  influenced  the  selection. 

You  well  know  how  continually  it  happens  that  a very  wide 
divergence  of  opinion  prevails  among  medical  men  as  to  the  proper 
course  of  treatment  in  any  case  of  serious  illness.  It  commonly 
enough  happens  that  the  treatment  most  highly  recommended  by 
one  doctor  is  as  highly  disapproved  of  by  another.  Your  position, 
therefore,  under  such  circumstances  becomes  seriously  perplexing 
for,  in  point  of  fact,  yon  are  made  the  arbiter  of  your  sick  friend’s 
destinies ; for,  if  the  choice  of  the  doctor  devolves  on  you,  it  will  prac- 
tically depend  on  your  decision  what  particular  kind  of  allopathic 
treatment  he  will  be  subjected  to.  But  if  you  leave  the  choice 
to  others  what  becomes  of  the  question  of  personal  responsibility  ? 
During  all  this  period  of  doubt  and  uncertainty  the  life  of  the  unfor- 
tunate patient  is  perhaps  hanging  in  thcbalance.  Thisbalance  must 
be  influenced  for  evil,  if  not  for  good,  by  the  particular  drugs  which 
are  introduced  into  the  stomach.  Then,  if  things  go  wrong  with 
the  patient,  the  friends  whose  doctor  you  did  not  call  in  are  pretty 
sure  to  say,  “ Dr.  A.  always  said  from  the  first  that  that  treatment 
would  never  answer.  If  they  would  but  have  taken  our  advice, 
and  have  called  him  in,  it  would  have  been  quiet  different ; but 
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they  were  so  obstinate.”  This  is  no  fancied  picture  ; I have  met 
with  such  instances  again  and  again.  It  is  impossible  for  you  to 
escape  “responsibility.”  Whether  you  change  the  treatment  or  not, 
responsibility  must  remain,  because  your  position,  not  your  will, 
fixes  it  upon  you.  The  only  difference  will  be  that  in  the  one  case 
you  will  be  acting  on  your  own  settled  convictions,  whereas  in  the 
other,  if  you  change  the  treatment,  you  will  be  very  likely  to  find 
yourself  at  the  mercy  of  the  loudest  talker  and  the  most  importu- 
nate, because  probably  the  most  ignorant  of  your  friends. 

But  perhaps  you  will  try  to  escape  the  danger  by  having  a con- 
sultation. This  will  increase,  rather  than  diminish  the  risk  ; for 
a consultation,  if  there  is  any  reality  in  it,  may  lead  simply  to  a 
compromise  of  opinion,  the  weakest  and  the  worst  of  all  solutions 
of  a difficulty.  Again,  you  may  think  you  will  consult  only  the 
greatest  celebrities  in  the  profession  ; but  here  you  will  find  the 
same  discrepancies  of  opinion  prevailing.  Indeed,  it  is  by  no 
means  impossible  that  the  degree  of  divergence  of  opinion  will  be 
in  the  direct  ratio  to  the  celebrity  of  the  doctors  ; for  you  must 
know  that  great  men  have  crotchets  peculiar  to  themselves,  and 
the  crotchet  of  one  is  for  the  most  part  held  but  in  slight  estima- 
tion by  his  brother  magnates.* 

* Of  late  years  I have  found  the  following  suggestion  has  often  done 
good  service  in  helping  poor  unfortunates  to  escape  out  of  the  hands  of 
their  malcontent  friends.  When  I have  discovered  that  patients  are  being 
worried  up  to  or  beyond  the  point  of  reasonable  endurance,  I advise  them 
to  enter  into  a compact  with  their  friends  (that  is,  when  the  nature  of  the 
case  will  admit  of  it)  to  this  effect,  viz.  that  the  sick  person  shall  be  seen 
separately  and  independently  by  two,  three,  or  four  doctors  of  repute,  to  be 
named  by  the  friends.  If  two  or  more  of  them  agree  substantially  in  the 
treatment,  that  then  the  propriety  of  giving  a trial  to  their  medicines  shall 
be  seriously  considered ; but  if,  on  the  other  hand,  no  two  agree,  that  then 
all  further  interference  on  the  part  of  the  friends  is  to  cease.  It  is  very 
difficult  for  any  reasonable  or  semi-reasonable  person  to  object  to  this  ar- 
rangement ; for  it  is  manifest  that  it  must  be  safer  to  leave  the  patient  to 
Nature  (if  the  friends  please  so  to  regard  our  treatment)  than  to  run  the 
risk  which  necessarily  must  be  incurred  if  a number  of  inappropriate  drugs 
are  poured  haphazard  into  the  stomach. 
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You  may  ask,  what  is  the  cause  of  all  this  uncertainty  in  pre- 
scribing? It  is  this.  In  Allopathy  there  is  no  fixed  principle  to 
guide  a practitioner  in  selecting  his  remedies.  Everyone  therefore 
does  that  which  is  right  in  his  own  eyes.  I suppose  there  is  hardly 
any  conceivable  or  inconceivable  treatment  which  could  be  recom- 
mended for  any  disease  under  the  sun  which  could  not  be  sup- 
ported by  some  competent  authority.  So  long  as  this  state  of 
things  lasts,  anything  like  uniformity  of  treatment  seems  to  be 
quite  unattainable. 

I must  not,  however,  omit  to  give  one  caution  to  anyone,  who  may  feel 
disposed  to  try  this  experiment.  It  is  always  advisable  to  make  a special 
reservation  in  respect  to  the  last  new  medicine  which  is  in  \ ogue.  That 
particular  medicine  must  not  count,  for  it  is  almost  certain  to  appear  in  the 
great  majority  of  prescriptions.  It  must  not  be  supposed  by  the  un- 
initiated that  this  medicine  is  a universal  panacea,  for  in  the  very 
nature  of  things  this  cannot  be.  The  great  reputation  for  the  time  en- 
joyed by  the  drug  seems  to  depend  mainly  on  its  novelty.  Of  late  years 
bromide  of  potassium  has  occupied  this  exalted  position.  I suspect  that 
there  arc  but  few  persons  who  during  the  last  three  or  four  years  have  had 
any  material  amount  of  allopathic  treatment  who  have  escaped  being  pretty 
well  dosed  with  this  drug.  Now,  if  I read  aright  the  signs  of  the  times, 
nux  vomica  and  phosphorus  and  the  phosphates  are  about  to  take  the  same 
place,  rice  bromide  of  potassium  superseded.  Without  doubt  these  are  all 
excellent  remedies,  and  they,  like  the  bromide,  are  all  cribs  from  us.  We 
have  been  in  the  constant  habit  of  using  them  very  largely,  these  many, 
many  years  past.  If  our  allopathic  brethren  would  leam  from  us  how  and 
when  they  ought  to  be  prescribed,  these  drugs  would  without  doubt  do  good 
service  in  their  hands,  as  they  have  in  ours.  But  if  these  medicines  come 
to  be  prescribed  almost  promiscuously,  they  will  be  nearly  certain,  after  a 
year  or  two,  to  sink  into  undeserved  oblivion.  During  the  past  season  I 
have  seen  but  very  few  prescriptions  containing  the  bromide,  but  I have 
seen  many  in  which  phosphorus  and  the  phosphates  or  nux  vomica  appear. 
Indeed,  I have  seen  some  prescriptions  which  include  all  three. 

Last  year,  soon  after  the  publication  of  the  first  edition  of  the  Letter, 
I met  a wholesale  druggist,  who  told  me  that,  in  his  opinion,  these  my  anti- 
cipations about  phosphorus,  the  phosphates,  &c.,  would  not  prove  correct, 
for  he  thought  that  a new  medicine,  salicine,  would  probably  be  the  rival 
of  the  still  fashionable  bromide.  He  also  said  that,  in  the  wholesale  trade, 
they  generally  had  indications  a year  beforehand,  which  enabled  them 
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In  Homoeopathy  it  is  different.  We  have  a fixed  principle  to 
guide  us  ; though,  of  course,  the  power  of  applying  it  must  depend 
on  the  knowledge  and  judgment  of  the  individual  practitioner.  The 
special  talent  of  investigating  symptoms  and  adapting  the  remedy 
with  comparative  certainty  to  the  character  and  nature  of  disease 
is  not  equal  in  all  men  ; if  it  were,  with  our  law  to  guide  us,  uni- 
formity in  prescribing  woidd  be  the  rule,  diversity  the  very  rare 
exception.  When  Homoeopathy  is  generally  recognised,  and  not 
before,  Therapeutics,  or  the  art  of  treating  disease,  will  be  elevated 
into  a science.  At  present  it  is  only  an  art. 

If,  after  what  I have  said,  you  finally  decide  to  give  up  Homoe- 
opathy, though  I may  mourn  over  a decision  which  I must  regard  as 
an  abandonment  of  light  and  truth,  I can  still,  with  all  my  heart, 
wish  you  success.  But  if  yon  determine  to  stick  close  to  our  sys- 
tem, then  cast  aside  all  your  misgivings,  and  be  fully  persuaded 
that,  be  the  issue  what  it  may,  you  will  have  acted  for  the  best,  and 
that,  if  Homoeopathy  could  not  save  your  patient,  no  other  system 
of  treatment  could  have  done  better. 

Yours  ever, 

GEORGE  HILBERS. 


pretty  surely  to  predict  wliat  would  be  the  prevailing  medicine  for  the 
ensuing  year ; and  so  satisfied  was  he  of  the  impending  popularity  of  this 
new  drug,  that  his  firm  was  already  hunting  in  all  parts  of  the  world  for 
the  material  necessary  for  its  production.  The  increasing  number  of  pre- 
scriptions I have  of  late  met  with,  written  by  the  great  doctors  in  London, 
leads  me  to  believe  that  my  informant  was  right  in  his  prognostications. 
Whether  salicine  will  continue  for  any  long  period  to  occupy  the  post  of 
honour,  time,  and  the  powers  of  endurance  of  “ the  upper  ten,”  on  whom 
(reversing  the  old  proverb,  “ Fiat  experimentum  in  corpore  vili  ” ) it  must  be 
tested,  will  show.  I rather  fancy  it  will  not,  for  I doubt  whether  it 
possesses  the  property  of  comparative  harmlessness,  a qualification  indis- 
pensably necessary  in  a medicine  destined  for  any  long  time  to  serve  the 
part  of  universal  heal-all. 
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APPENDIX  I. 


I wish  it  to  be  distinctly  understood  that  any  statements  I may  have 
made  or  opinions  I may  have  expressed  respecting  Homoeopathy  in 
the  foregoing  letter  apply  only  to  the  homoeopathic  method  of  treatment 
pure  and  simple.  They  in  no  way  relate  to  a species  of  hybrid  practice 
which  of  late  years  has  come  somewhat  into  fashion,  and  which,  inasmuch 
as  it  appears  to  be  an  attempt  to  combine  or  jumble  together  the  two 
systems,  might  reasonably  enough  be  called  homoeopathised  Allopathy  or 
allopathised  Homoeopathy  ; it  certainly  should  never  be  mistaken  for 
Homoeopathy.  I am  compelled  to  make  this  reservation  because  I am 
continually  consulted  by  patients  who,  having  been  for  a longer  or 
shorter  period  under  this  treatment,  tell  me  that  they  have  all  the  while 
‘ been  under  Homoeopathy.’ 

The  system  of  practice  to  which  I refer  differs  from  the  ordinary 
homoeopathic  in  divers  ways,  but  especially  in  the  magnitude  of  doses 
required,  which  often  equal,  sometimes  exceed,  the  ordinary  allopathic 
doses  of  the  same  drug ; by  the  necessity  it  imposes  for  the  frequent 
employment  of  allopathic  medicaments  and  appliances  ; and  by  the  little 
power  it  seems  to  possess  over  acute  disease  ; for  I frequently  hear  of 
those  who  chiefly  resort  to  this  hybrid  practice  being  compelled  to 
have  entire,  or  almost  entire  recourse  to  Allopathy  in  severe  cases,  on  the 
score  that  this  so  called  homoeopathic  treatment  is  not  sufficient  for  acute 
maladies.  In  this  opinion  I have  every  reason  to  think  they  arc  right 
enough. 

I confess  I have  no  faith  in  the  superiority  of  this  method  of  treatment 
over  the  ordinary  allopathic  ; but  I should  not  feel  called  on  to  notice  it, 
far  less  to  criticise  it,  except  for  the  fact,  which  I before  mentioned,  of 
my  frequently  meeting  with  patients  so  treated  who  are  allowed  to 
entertain  the  conviction  that  they  have  been  all  the  time  under  Honicc- 
opathy  : this  is  manifestly  very  unfair  to  all  parties  concerned.  It  is  un- 
fair to  the  patient,  because,  in  consequence  of  his  mistaken  belief,  he 
may,  if  he  is  not  cured,  be  deterred  from  trying  the  true  homoeopathic 
treatment  on  the  supposition  that  he  has  already  done  so  and  that  it  has 
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failed.  It  is  unfair  to  the  great  body  of  homoeopathic  practitioners, 
because  it  not  only  casts  a halo  of  doubt  around  all  their  proceedings, 
but  it  lays  them  open  to  a plausible  imputation  of  dishonesty  and 
duplicity,  thus  fastening  on  the  many  responsibility  for  the  inconsistent 
practice  of  the  few.  And  it  is  unfair  to  the  practitioner  himself,  who  can 
hardly  escape  well-merited  censure  and  animadversion  from  all  sides 
alike ; for  if  his  treatment  is  successful,  Homoeopathy  assuredly  should 
not  have  the  credit,  and  if  the  reverse,  it  should  not  have  the  discredit. 

Two  courses  are  open  to  these  practitioners  : either  they  can  say  that 
they  do  not  believe  in  the  uniform  applicability  of  our  law  of  healing 
(similia  similibus  curantur ),  in  which  case  they  should  discard  their 
appellation  of; homoeopaths  ; or  they  should  admit  that  their  capacity  to 
apply  the  law  is  defective  or  their  knowledge  of  our  resources  is 
insufficient,  and  that  therefore  they  are  compelled  to  have  recourse  to 
other  medications  ; only  in  this  case  they  should  take  the  blame  to  them- 
selves, and  not  allow  it  to  be  supposed  that  Homoeopathy  is  in  fault.  If 
they  will  only  do  this,  and  at  the  same  time  take  care  that  their  patients 
are  properly  informed  of  the  fact,  neither  I nor  any  one  else  could  possibly 
have  any  ground  of  complaint  against  them  ; but  unless  they  do,  they 
must  naturally  be  open  to  the  suspicion  of  all  parties. 

No  honourable  man  who  realises  his  responsibility  as  a practitioner  of 
medicine  can  have  a moment’s  hesitation  in  prescribing  for  a patient  any 
remedy  which  at  the  time  he  believes  to  be  most  desirable,  never  mind 
under  what  “ pathy  ’’  it  is  recognised.  But  what  I contend  for  is  this  : 
that  that  which  is  done  should  be  done  openly.  I have  therefore  always 
advised  young  practitioners  to  follow  a course  which  I have  for  many 
years  adopted.  If  on  any  occasion  I have  felt  it  desirable  to  prescribe  any 
other  than  the  usual  homoeopathic  remedies  (except  perhaps  a small  dose 
of  castor  oil,  about  which  there  can  be  no  mistake),  I have  taken  the  pre- 
caution of  writing  a prescription  in  the  most  orthodox  form,  signing  with 
my  name  in  full  instead  of  the  customary  initials,  and  directing  it  to  be 
sent  to  the  allopathic  chemist.  By  this  course  I not  only  avoid  any  mis- 
take as  to  the  non-homoeopathic  nature  of  the  prescription,  but  I also  vin- 
dicate my  perfect  freedom  of  prescribing  whatever  I think  best  for  my 
patient,  a right  I would  not  part  with  for  any  advantage  the  world  could 


give  me. 
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NOTE  TO  APPENDIX  I. 

It  was  a cause  of  astonishment  to  many  of  the  uninitiated  how  it  came  to 
pass  that  this  poor  little  tractate  of  mine  could  give  rise  to  that  curious 
eruption  of  Editorial  ire,  which  found  vent  in  the  April  number  of  the  once 
courteous  and  dignified  British  Journal  of  Homccopathy.  Conceived  in 
benevolence,  and  brought  forth  in  humility,  there  seemed  to  he  notliing 
in  the  tone,  general  drift,  or  object  of  my  letter,  which  required  for  it 
more  than  a short  passing  notice,  either  of  praise  or  blame.  Instead  of 
this,  there  appeared  several  pages  of  wrathful  criticism,  or  more 
correctly  speaking,  of  vulgar  abuse,  set  forth  in  the  largest  type,  and  in 
the  most  conspicuous  paid  of  the  Journal.  This  was  the  more  remarkable, 
because  I have  never  been  one  of  those  whose  happiness  seems  to  consist 
in  broaching  new  notions  about  Homccopathy,  it  may  he  to  the  exaltation 
of  their  own  names  and  fame,  hut  certainly  to  the  mystifying,  and  not 
unfrcquently  to  the  misleading,  of  the  weaker  brethren.  I may  almost 
call  this  little  pamphlet  my  first,  my  only  bantliug  ; but  even  if  it  had 
been  otherwise,  correction,  methinks,  would  come  with  a bad  grace 
from  the  pen  of  Critics,  who  have  made  for  themselves  a “world 
wide  reputation  ” as  the  prolific  procreators  of  lectures,  books,  speeches, 
sermons,  pamphlets,  discourses,  addresses,  and  such  like. 

Qni  ne  tuberibus  propriis  offendat  amicum 
Postulat,  ignoscat  verrucisillius.  jEquum  est, 

Peccatis  veniam  poscentem  reddere  rursus. 

So  fierce  was  the  article,  and  so  entirely  wide  of  the  mark  was  the 
criticism,  that  some  who  read  it  were  even  led  to  imagine  that 
nothing  short  of  private  spite  and  malice  could  have  inspired  it. 

For  my  own  part,  I can  say  with  truth,  that  I do  not  believe  in  the 
correctness  of  this  explanation,  the  more  especially  as  I had  never 
knowingly  said  of  the  editors  an  unkind  word,  or  done  to  them  an 
unkind  action.  No  ! it  is  the  Appendix  No.  1 which  has  done  all  the 
mischief,  and  stirred  up  all  this  grievous  turmoil  in  the  Editorial  bosom. 
Although  this  must  be  manifest  to  every  reader  of  the  article,  and  it  is 
evident  that  the  feelings  of  the  writers  must  have  been  sorely  mangled, 
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yet  I do  not  regret,  still  less  would  I retract,  a word  which  I have  written. 
Those  who  object  to  a spade  being  called  a spade  do  not  deserve  pity. 
Moreover,  we  cannot  close  our  eyes  to  the  fact,  that  the  subject  is  one  of 
great  importance  to  the  practitioners  of  Homoeopathy,  and  it  is  on  this 
ground  alone  I excuse  myself  for  taking  any  notice  of  the  article  in  the 
J oumal. 

A perusal  of  “ the  Appendix  ” will  show  that  I have  not  presumed  to 
dogmatize  on  any  of  the  debateable  points  which  are  exercising  the  minds 
of  our  practitioners, — as  the  dose,  the  repetition  of  doses,  the  alternation 
of  medicines,  &c.  On  all  these  questions  I confess  myself  to  be  as  un- 
willing as  I feel  myself  to  be  incompetent  to  enter  into  controversy.  They 
are  matters  on  which  I have  often  observed  that  experience  induces  diffi- 
dence. Presumption,  therefore,  is  more  appropriately  left  to  those  who 
are  largely  endowed  with  that  most  self-satisfying  of  gifts — the  insanabile 
cacoethes  scribcndi,  or  to  “our  most  recent  converts.”  Neither  have  I 
suggested  in  what,  in  my  opinion,  good  or  bad  homoeopathic  treatment 
consists.  Still  less  have  I sought  to  abridge  the  liberty,  which  every  man 
ought  to  possess,  of  perfect  freedom  in  prescribing.  All  I have  insisted  on 
is, — (1)  that  where  the.  intention  to  prescribe  homceopathically  is  not  pre- 
sent, the  fact  should  be  made  known  to  the  patient  or  the  friends,  in  order  to 
obviate  the  possibility  of  their  believing  that  the  treatment  is  homoeopathic 
when  it  is  not.  (2)  That  if,  in  consequence  of  any  intentional  deviation 
from  the  homoeopathic  treatment,  “ pure  and  simple,”  an  attack  is  made 
on  the  truth  or  general  applicability  of  the  great  principle  on  which  our 
system  is  based,  the  practitioner  should  be  prepared  to  admit  that  the 
necessity  for  the  deviation  depends,  not  on  any  inherent  defect  or  defici- 
ency in  the  law  itself,  but  on  his  own  inability,  satisfactorily  to  himself, 
invariably  to  apply  it.  Common  honesty  demands  the  first’;  nothing  but 
the  most  overweening  self-conceit  would  refuse  the  second.  Neither 
admission  can  possibly  be  the  cause  either  of  shame  or  of  reproach  ; but 
it  must  be  an  unbearable  humiliation  to  any  honourably-minded  man  to  find 
that,  cither  wittingly  or  unwittingly,  he  has  laid  himself  open  to  an  accu- 
sation of  having  practised  a deception  nigh  of  kin  to  dishonesty.  Such,  I 
am  persuaded,  would  be  the  impression  left  on  the  minds  of  many  patients 
if  it  came  out  that  we  were  treating  them  one  way,  while  all  the  time 
we  had  allowed  it  to  be  supposed  that  we  were  treating  them  in  another. 
Therefore,  in  spite  of  my  malacostomous  revilers,  I still  maintain  that 
what  I have  said  in  the  Appendix  is  just  and  right;  and  I believe  that  its 
recognition  as  such  is  of  vast  importance  to  us,  not  only  in  an  ethical,  but 
in  a scientific  point  of  view.  It  must  be  remembered  that  any  reticence  on 
these  points  may  not  only  expose  us  to  a charge  of  dishonesty,  but  it  must 
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completely  neutralise  all  the  evidence  in  favour  of  the  truth  of  our  sys- 
tem, derivable  from  statistics.  I would,  therefore,  desire  to  impress  it  on 
the  minds,  especially  of  my  younger  colleagues,  that  perfect  candour  must 
always  be  our  true  policy. 

I certainly  was  not  a little  surprised  to  find  in  the  pages  of 
the  British  Journal  such  fierce  antagonism  to  the  course  which  I had 
ventured  to  recommend.  For  many  years  this  periodical  was  one  of 
the  few  productions  of  Homoeopathy  in  this  country  of  which  we  all 
might  justly  be  proud.  I have  often  thought  and  said  that,  as  a body, 
we  have  never  adequately  recoguised  the  debt  of  gratitude  we  owe  to 
its  original  editors  for  the  admirable  way  in  which  it  was  conducted. 
While  under  the  management  of  Drs.  Black,  Drysdale,  and  poor  Russell, 
the  British  Journal  worthily  maintained  a high  scientific  position  for 
our  theory,  and  a high  moral  standard  for  our  practice  ; and  this,  too, 
our  very  enemies  bciug  judges.  But,  alas  ! tempora  mutantur. 
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I could  easily  produce  a great  number  of  statistics,  when  the  experiment 
has  been  tried,  to  prove  the  superiority  of  the  results  obtained  from  the 
liomceopathic  as  compared  with  the  allopathic  treatment.  But  I must 
abstain  from  entering  on  this  question,  because  the  space  required  for 
giving  complete  tabular  statements  would  far  exceed  the  limits  I have  at 
my  disposal.  I will,  however,  mention,  in  confirmation  of  what  I state, 
two  very  noteworthy  instances,  and  as  both  rest  on  unimpeachable  evi- 
dence, their  correctness  is  placed  beyond  dispute.  The  first  occurred  in 
Vienna.  “ In  the  year  1836,  when  the  cholera  was  raging  in  that  city, 
the  hospital  in  the  Gumpendorf,  along  with  all  the  others  in  Vienna,  was 
ordered  to  be  fitted  up  for  the  reception  of  cholera  patients.  Dr. 
Fleischmann,  the  physician,  agreed  to  continue  in  charge  on  condition 
that  he  was  permitted  to  adhere  to  the  homoeopathic  plan  of  treatment. 
To  this  the  Government  assented,  and  two  district  physicians,  allopaths, 
were  appointed  to  report  upon  the  nature  of  the  cases  taken  into  the  hos- 
pital, as  well  as  to  observe  their  course  and  treatment.  Upon  comparing 
the  report  of  the  treatment  of  cholera  in  this  hospital  with  that  of  the 
same  epidemic  in  the  other  hospitals  in  Vienna  at  the  same  time,  it  ap- 
peared that  while  two-thirds  of  those  treated  by  Dr.  Fleischmann  re- 
covered, two-thirds  of  those  treated  by  the  ordinary  methods  died.  This 
very  extraordinary  result  led  Couut  Kolowrat  (Minister  of  the  Interior) 
to  repeal  the  laws  relative  to  the  practice  of  Homoeopathy  in  Austria.” 
The  hospital  was  subsequently  partially  endowed  by  the  State,  and  it  re- 
mains the  Vienna  Hospital  to  this  day.  The  above  extract  is  from  the 
pen  of  an  allopathic  writer,  Dr.  Wilde,  of  Dublin.  He  thus  sums  up  the 
result  of  his  observations  respecting  Homoeopathy  in  Austria : “ What- 
ever the  opponents  of  Homoeopathy  may  put  forward  against  it,  I am 
bound  to  say  that  the  cases  I saw  treated  in  the  Vienna  Hospital  were 
fully  as  acute  and  virulent  as  those  that  have  come  under  my  observa- 
tion elsewhere,  and  the  statistics  show  that  the  mortality  is  much  less 
than  in  the  other  hospitals  of  that  city.  Knolz,  the  Austrian  Protomedi- 
cus,  has  published  those  for  1838,  which  exhibit  a mortality  of  but  four  or 
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six  per  cent.,  while  tliree  similar  institutions  on  the  allopathic  plan 
enumerated  before  it  in  the  same  table  show  a mortality  as  high  as  from 
eight  to  ten  per  cent.’’ 

The  other  instance  occurred  in  London  in  the  year  1854,  when 
we  were  visited  by  a terrible  outbreak  of  cholera.  At  that  time 
there  was  a homoeopathic  hospital  in  Golden  Square,  and  in  this 
district,  it  will  be  remembered,  the  disease  raged  with  greater 
violence  than  in  any  other  part  of  London.  The  authorities  of  the  hospital 
therefore  immediately  cleared  out  all  the  ordinary  patients  and  opened  it 
solely  as  a homoeopathic  cholera  hospital.  The  President  of  the  Board  of 
Health  for  the  time  being  1 obtained  the  sanction  of  Her  Majesty’s 
Government  ’ (I  quote  from  the  Parliamentary  Report)  ‘ to  the  nomination 
of  a Medical  Council  representing  all  the  branches  of  the  profession  ; 
the  object  being,  that  by  means  of  a return  in  the  accompanying  forms, 
the  observations  of  all  qualified  practitioners  on  the  cases  that  come 
under  their  care  may  be  collected  and  made  available  for  determining  the 
laws  which  regulate  choleraic  disease  and  the  effects  of  the  different 
systems  of  treatment.’  The  forms  alluded  to  were  issued  to  the  Golden 
Square  Hospital  in  common  with  all  the  other  hospitals,  and  were  duly 
filled  up  and  returned  to  the  Medical  Council.  The  Government 
Inspector  appointed  to  visit  this  hospital  was  Dr.  MacLoughlin,  a phy- 
sician whose  large  acquaintance  with  choleraic  disease  rendered  him 
peculiarly  well  fitted  to  form  a true  opinion  on  the  value  of  any  particular 
form  of  treatment  When  the  Parliamentary  Blue  Book  appeared  in 
which  was  embodied  the  returns  from  the  various  hospitals  no  mention 
was  made  of  the  homoeopathic  hospital  in  Golden  Square.  In  the  next 
session  of  Parliament  Lord  Robert  Grosvenor  (Lord  Ebury)  asked 
Sir  Benjamin  Hall,  the  President  of  the  Board  of  Health,  for  an  explana- 
tion of  this  omision.  Sir  Benjamin  Hall  stated  in  reply,  that  forms  of 
return  had  been  sent  out  from  the  Medical  Council  to  all  qualified  medical 
practitioners  in  the  metropolis,  and  that  the  forms  were  returned  in  due 
course  and  presented  to  Parliament  It  appeared,  however,  that  the  returns 
sent  in  by  the  homoeopathic  practitioners  were  not  noticed  by  the  Medical 
Council.  He  subsequently  read  an  undated  resolution  of  the  Medical 
Council  as  follows  : — ‘ Resolved.  That  by  introducing  the  returns  of  the 
homoeopathic  practitioners,  they  would  not  only  compromise  the  value  aud 
utility  of  their  averages  of  cure  as  deduced  from  the  operation  of  known 
remedies,  but  they  would  give  an  unjustifiable  sanction  to  an  empirical 
practice  .alike  opposed  to  the  maintenance  of  truth  and  to  the  progress  of 
science.  Signed,  John  Ayrton  Paris,  President.’ 

As  the  House  of  Commons  did  not  quite  understand  this  sort  of  reason- 
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ing,  a supplementary  Return  was  ordered,  of  which  the  following  is  the 
title ‘ Cholera.  Return  to  an  Address  of  the  Honorable  House  of 
Commons,  dated  17th  May,  1855,  for  Copies,’  &c.  As  soon  as  this  Return 
appeared,  the  exciting  cause  of  the  above,  resolutions  became  apparent 
enough.  Dr.  MacLouglilin’s  official  report  appeal’s  to  have  been  burked, 
for  it  docs  not  appear  in  the  Blue  Book  ; but  the  nature  of  it  may  be 
gathered  from  the  following  extracts  from  a letter  from  Dr.  MacLouglilin 
addressed  to  one  of  the  medical  officers,  which  does  appear  ' ‘You  are 

aware  that  I went  to  your  hospital  prepossessed  against  the  homoeopathic 
system,  that  had  an  enemy  in  your  camp  rather  than  a friend,  and  that 
I must  therefore  have  seen  some  cogent  reason  there  to  come  away  so 
favourably  disposed  as  to  advise  a friend  to  send  a subscription  to  your 
charitable  fund  ; and  I need  not  tell  you  that  I have  taken  some  pains 
to  make  myself  acquainted  with  the  rise,  progress,  and  medical  treat- 
ment of  cholera,  and  that  I claim  for  myself  some  right  to  be  able  to 
recognise  the  disease  and  to  know  something  of  what  the  medical  treat- 
ment ought  to  be,  and — that  there  may  be  no  misapprehension  about  the 
cases  I saw  in  your  hospital — I will  add  that  all  I saw  were  true  cases  of 
cholera  in  the  various  stages  of  the  disease,  and  that  I saw  several  cases 
which  did  well  under  your  treatment  which,  I have  no  hesitation  in  say- 
ing, would  have  sunk  under  any  other.  In  conclusion,  I must  repeat  to 
you  what  I have  already  told  you,  and  what  I have  told  everyone  with 
whom  I have  conversed,  that  although  an  allopath  by  principle,  education, 
and  practice,  yet,  was  it  the  will  of  Providence  to  afflict  me  with  cholera 
and  to  deprive  me  of  the  power  of  prescribing  for  myself,  I would  rather 
be  in  the  hands  of  a homoeopathic  than  of  an  allopathic  adviser.’  Well 
might  the  Times  say  of  the  original  Report  presented  to  Parliament, 
‘ There  are,  unhappily,  in  this  Report  defects  of  so  serious  a nature  as  to 
deprive  it  of  all  value  as  a practical  guide  in  the  treatment  of  any 
future  epidemic.’ 


II.  AND  C.  TREACHER,  PRINTERS,  BRIGHTON. 
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